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To:

Plan Change 5 Further Submissions
Freepost 172189

City Planning Unit

Hamilton City Council

Private Bag 3010

Hamilton 3240
districtplan@hcc.govt.nz

Introduction:

1.

This is afurther submission on Plan Change 5 (“PC5") to the operative Hamilton
City Council Operative District Plan (“HCDP”) made jointly by Jones Lands
Limited and Northview Capital Limited together herein referred to as
(“Peacocke South”).

Submissions made by Peacocke South on the notified version of PC5 were
submissions 13.1-13.17 (Jones Lands Limited) and submissions 14.1-14.16
(Northview Capital Limited).

This further submission is made on behalf of Peacocke South IN SUPPORT OF
submissions as outlined in the table attached as Attachment A.

This further submission is made on behalf of Peacocke South IN OPPOSITION
TO submissions, insofar as those submissions oppose PC5 or seek that the
text of PC5 be subject to substantive changes if it is approved, as outlined in
the schedule attached as Attachment A.

Interest in the Submission:

In accordance with Schedule 1, Clause 8(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act
1991 ("RMA" or "Act") Peacocke South has an interest in PC5 that is greater
than the interest that the general public has, in that Peacocke South owns
and has interests in land within the area of PC5.

Peacocke South could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this
further submission.

Request to be heard in Support of Further Submission:

Peacocke South wishes to be heard in support of its further submission.



8.  Peacocke South will consider presenting a joint case at a hearing if others make
a similar submission.

Tristan Jones

For and on behalf of:

Peacocke South

Level 4, 19 Morgan Street, Newmarket 1023
tristan@jonesgroup.co.nz

0275403670



mailto:tristan@jonesgroup.co.nz

Appendix A

Schedule of Submissions supported or opposed



Hamilton City Council - Proposed Plan Change 5: Further Submissions (PEACOCKE SOUTH)

Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission
n point Support
1 Glenview Club 1.2,1.5 The zoning of Natural Open Space, Remove the Natural Open Space, Support in | Mapping of SNA, Significant Bat
louise@feathers.co. with SNA overlay and Significant Bat SNA overlay from the site and part Habitat within the growth cell has
nz Habitat is opposed. The Club amend the corresponding been broad-brush and is not
believes that the mapping is Significant Bat Habitat. Make informed by appropriate and
inaccurate as the site does not subsequential amendments to current data. Support further
contain any features that warrant other provisions as necessary. investigations and ground-truthing
such zoning or overlay. before mapping any SNA/
Significant Bat Habitat within the
structure plan area. Any provisions
relating to these areas need to
account for site-specific
characteristics.
1.14 PER - 1 does not allow for vegetation | Add that the removal of vegetation | Support Removal of dead, ill-health or
removal from Natural Open Space that is dead, diseased, or posing a potentially hazardous vegetation
Zones if that vegetation is dead, risk to person or property is should be a permitted activity.
diseased or if it presents a risk. The permitted. Alternatively: Remove Amend provisions accordingly.
Glenview Club site has two areas of the NOPZ notation from the site.
NOSZ covering it. The ability to fell Make subsequential amendments
and remove dead, diseased, or and/or insertions to other
hazardous vegetation should be provisions as necessary.
permitted to avoid the need to go
through a resource consent process.
2 Brendin Raymond 2.1 Move the proposed wetland areas to | Move proposed wetland areas "A- Support Support the requested

and Mary Anne
Ronke
brenmary@xtra.co.
nz

amalgamate with the existing
wetland area already in place at the
bottom of the hilly terrain. This will
enhance the Proposed Community
Park and Proposed Open Space
areas. Two of these proposed
wetland areas are placed on steep
terrain and the placements are to
the west of the proposed Southern
Links highway. The proposed
stormwater wetland area on the
Proposed Community Park area is

B-C" (Part of Lot 1 DPS 23381 and
Lot 2 DPS 13668) identified on the
map appended to the submission
to amalgamate with the existing
fenced wetland area already in
place at the bottom of the hilly
terrain.

amalgamation of the identified
wetlands. Identified stormwater
facility locations should be labelled
as “indicative only”. In the interest
of achieving the best overall design
outcome for the area, ultimate
wetland locations need to be
designed in an integrated manner,
taking into account a range of other
design considerations. For that
reason, their location should be
indicative only and there needs to
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission

n point Support
flat land and is adjacent to the be flexibility in determining their
already fenced wetland area and we final location where they serve
feel these areas should be included areas in the same catchment as
in the established wetland area. signalled in the draft ICMP.
Walkways and cycle ways and small Support the requested
bridges across the newly formed comprehensive design approach to
wetland area would be a fantastic consider benefits of including
feature for all citizens to enjoy. other design aspects such as
Water will naturally flow from bridges / walkways, etc.
highest to lowest point, don't waste
valuable funds fighting it and work
with nature.

2.2 The proposed Southern Links Amend to provide clear access to Support in | Support a physical connection to
Highway will leave an area of approx. | landlocked area "H" (Lot 2 13668) part any severed land that is potentially

5Ha that is completely landlocked
(including proposed wetland areas of
approx. 1.9 ha.) with no access to
this area for us. In total due to the
Proposed Plan Change - 5 we will
lose approx 16.145 Ha of valuable
farm land or future residential
building sites. This land is under a
long term lease for dairy farming.

identified on the map appended to
the submission.

usable for farming or residential
use through the provision of
roading/private accessways and
service connections from
neighbouring developments.
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission

n point Support

23 The eastern end of part Lot 1 DP Remove non-existing wetland area | Support Support identified stormwater
23381 shows an existing wetland "F"identified on the map facility locations being “indicative
area that meets up with Peacockes appended to the submission (Part only”.. In the interest of achieving
Road. This is not correct as it is Lot 3 DP 23381). the best overall design outcome for
productive farm land, please correct the area, ultimate wetland locations
this error. need to be designed in an

integrated manner taking into
account a range of other design
considerations.. For that reason,
their location should be indicative
only and there needs to be
flexibility in determining their final
location where they serve areas in
the same catchment as signalled in
the draft ICMP.

2.4 To the southern boundary of Lot 2 Move proposed local Oppose Oppose the neighbourhood centre
DPS 13668, on the neighbouring neighbourhood centre to the being moved from the current
property, there is a proposed local proposed community park on Lot 2 location. The proposed
neighbourhood centre, if it was DPS 13668 neighbourhood centre location has
moved to the Proposed Community been positioned to service a
Park on Lot 2 DPS 13668 it would be catchment and to appropriately
more beneficial to the users of the cater for people’s easy and
park convenient walking distances (up to

five minutes) across that
catchment. There is another
neighbourhood centre proposed on
Lot 2 DPS 13668 (adjacent to
Peacocke Road) and moving the
subject neighbourhood centre this
same title would cause the two
centres to compete and would
reduce their viability.
3 Mangakotukutuku 3.1-3.18 Oppose entre submission except for | Varies. Opposein | Retain PC5 as notified. Oppose
Stream Care Group submission points 3.9 - Fish passage part entre submission except for
throughout the gully network needs submission points 3.9 and 3.10.
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission
n point Support

mangacare@gmail. to be maintained or enhanced and Flexibility is needed with respect to

com 3.10 - Strongly support DEVO1-PSP: enabling possible re-alignment of
P70 Manage stormwater to minimise drains, introduction of structures or
the effect of urban development on features and provision should be
Mangakotukutuku stream values and made for such where it can be
functions, maintain the ability of the demonstrated that there will be
stream to continue to provide overall improved ecological
habitat for threatened aquatic outcomes.
species and minimise adverse effects
on the stream water quality and
habitat.

5 Living Streets 53 Support Appendix 1.3 p43 -j) The Retain as notified. Supportin | There will be some situations where
Kirikiriroa extent to which cul-de-sac are part. cul-de-sacs are appropriate, due to
(Hamilton) minimised, and if proposed, are constraints relating to topography
bospeterh@gmail.c designed to be short and provide for or an inability to link with other
om pedestrian and cycle connections. routes. However, there should be a

routes, schools for pedestrians and preference to create effective and

people on bikes. efficient road linkages to achieve
the best urban design outcomes.
This includes safe pedestrian and
cycleway routes that link the land
area in PC5 with adjacent urban
developments.

8 Mithrandir 8.1 Zoning allowing walk-up apartments | Limit residential building heightto | Oppose Oppose restriction of residential
Enterprises Ltd up to 5 stories high is too high and 3 stories. building height to 3 storeys. Noise
dr.scott.c.robinson out of keeping with the rest of effects/ privacy effects mentioned
@gmail.com Hamilton. Having lived in cities in this original submission can be

where apartment buildings of this avoided or mitigated with any scale
height are allowed, they create of development through

issues with noise and privacy. appropriate building location and
Because of their height noise internal/external design of
produced in the higher unitsin a residential units and fencing .
building of this size is transmitted Standard development controls are
and can disturb neighbours over a also expected in regard to achieving
large area. This can be even worse sufficient outlooks from habitable
in buildings where the staircase is spaces and the location and design
open to air. Residents carrying of private outdoor living areas.
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission

n point Support
things up and down the stairs also
creates noise, as does the process of Support building heights in excess
moving in and out. Buildings of this of 3 storeys where located in
height also allow residents to look higher density areas to achieve
into the back yards of neighbouring effective and efficient land use.
properties which reduces privacy.

8.3 In my opinion cul-de-sacs are some Place no restrictions on cul-de-sac Oppose There will be some situations where
of the best places to live. They are use. cul-de-sacs are appropriate, due to
generally quiet and safe with no constraints relating to topography
through traffic. Minimising these or an inability to link with other
seems counterproductive with routes. However, there should be a
providing safe, quiet preference to create effective and
neighbourhoods. efficient road linkages to achieve

the best urban design outcomes.
This includes safe pedestrian and
cycleway routes that link the land
area in PC5 with adjacent urban
developments.

8.4 Having small front yards and Allow buildings to be placed further | Oppose An appropriate balance needs to be
minimal fencing means that houses back in section so that people can struck between achieving a
will be close to the road and to build fences and have some functional and attractive
traffic. This means that road noise separation from road noise. streetscape and using urban land in
will be closer to where people live the most effective and efficient
and sleep. Having lived in cities like manner. Front yards are specified
London where houses face the street as a minimum requirement and
and yards are in the back, this landowners can opt to locate their
creates significant noise in dwelling further back from the front
bedrooms. There are well boundary than the minimum, build
documented health consequences of fences along boundaries to a
living with road noise and this should specified height, and incorporate
be minimised. noise attenuation into their

dwelling design.

10 Waka Kotahi NZ 10.15 Waka Kotahi seeks amendments be Waka Kotahi seek that Supportin | Support removing reference to
Transport Agency made to Stage D and Stage E to amendments are made to wording | Part/ stage D and E upgrades to Hall
emily.hunt@nzta.go remove reference to upgrades to of Stage D and E within table titles oppose in Road/SH3 intersection. There is no
vt.nz Hall Road/SH3 intersection. The ‘Strategic Infrastructure Required’ part evidence that a connection needs

structure plan staging table identifies

to remove reference to upgrades
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission
n point Support
the Hall Road/SH3 intersection to Hall Road/SH3 intersection as to be established to SH3 in order to
upgrades in Stages D and E. As this prospect is not a given. Council develop Areas D and E.
further detailed in the submission may want to consider some revised Oppose the intersection location
below on Appendix AA, Waka Kotahi | wording which requires developers not being formalised as part of PC5.
does not support this intersection to engage with Waka Kotahi at Oppose all PC5 rules, or plans
being formalised as part of the these stages if they seek a related to fixed staging or
Structure Plan as there are a number | connection to the highway. sequential infrastructure
of uncertainties which mean we are requirements. Staging
not in a position to support a new prerequisites are contrary to
connection at this time. central government directives
(including the NPS-UD) as this
hinders efforts to increase the
supply of housing to address NZ's
housing crisis. Remove all staging
requirements as they are contrary
to central government directives
(including the NPS-UD) as this
hinders efforts to increase the
supply of housing to address NZ's
housing crisis.
10.23 Waka Kotahi support higher Retain as notified. Supportin | PC5 does not go far enough in
densities adjacent to public transport part respect to providing sufficient high-

corridors and block patterns which
provide for permeability to prioritise
walking and cycling movements.

density development near key
transport corridors. The extent of
high-density development near to
key public transport services needs
to be increased to reduce the need
to use private transport modes and
maximise the effective and efficient
use of public transport modes.
Request HCC revisit the high-
density extents particularly in
relation to Peacocke South and
adjoining land in proximity to
proposed the North South
intersection, proposed
neighbourhood centre and
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission
n point Support
proposed park on the adjacent
land.
10.26 Waka Kotahi supports providing for Retain as notified. Support Support relief sought.
higher density residential
development in walkable distance
from local centres and public
transport routes. It is however noted
that, as discussed above, future
mass transit stops are proposed to
be located in close proximity to the
gully network which reduces the
ability for high density development
within a walkable distance
10.37 Waka Kotahi concur with the ITA Waka Kotahi seek that the Supportin | Support Hall Rd/ SH3 intersection is
which states that the existing Hall relocated Hall Road does not part/ below standard and there shall be
Road / SH3 intersection is below connect with State Highway 3 and Oppose in | noincrease in traffic volumes
standard and there shall not be any that this connection is removed part without this being addressed.

increase in traffic volumes on Hall
Road from either developments or
by connections to the road without
this being addressed. Furthermore,
Waka Kotahi agree that the options
presented in the ITA for the
relocated Hall Road intersection
treatments are sensible, however
being able to support a specific
option or a new intersection at all is
dependent on many factors. These
include consideration of if SH3
remains a state highway at the time

from the Structure Plan Transport
Network Plan.

Support SH3 intersection options
submitted in the ITA are sensible
and in particular support the
location of the intersection as
depicted on the structure plan.
Oppose the submission to remove
this connection from the structure
plan. This request does not assist to
provide certainty to neighbouring
land owners. Request HCC to
undertake more work to validate
the proposed intersection location
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub #

Submitter name(s)

Submissio
n point

Summary of Submission

Relief/Decision sought

Oppose /
Support

Reasons/ submission

works would occur, timeframes for
Southern Links, whether the
Houchens Road Structure Plan
proceeds, and if SH3/Raynes Road
intersection is converted to a
roundabout. Until more is known
around these variables it is hard to
conclude the Waka Kotahi strategy
for a relocated Hall Road
intersection. The ITA states that
“...the developer of these stages will
need to investigate options and
deliver the infrastructure are part of
their development”, which describes
that the intersection solution will
need to be negotiated between the
developer/s and Waka Kotahi in the
future. Waka Kotahi support this
approach but cannot support
showing a link to State Highway 3 on
the Structure Plan Maps at this time
given the uncertainties around if we
could practically approve this.

including progressing a draft
design and consultation with
affected parties to support the
location as depicted on the
structure plan.

11

Hamilton City
Council
Jamie.sirl@hcc.govt.

nz

11.1-11.3

Hamilton City Council submits on
Plan Change 5 to align the plan
change with the Resource
Management (Enabling Housing
Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Bill once enacted. Itis
noted that this is a Bill and changes
may occur before it comes into law.
This is anticipated to occur in
December 2021.

Hamilton City Council submits on
Plan Change 5 to align the plan
change with the final outcomes

Amend the existing objective and
policy framework set out in MRZ -
PREC1-PSP: Objectives and MRZ -
PREC1-P: Policies to enable the
implementation of the Medium
Density Residential Standards
(MDRS) as required under Schedule
3A (8) of the Bill. Amend MRZ -
PREC1-PSP: Rules - Activity Status i.
To allow as a permitted activity the
construction and use of 1, 2, or 3
residential units on a single site as
set out in Schedule 3A (2) and (3). ii.
Amend the activity status for 4 or

Supportin
part

Support insofar as Councils are
required to ensure that their
district plans give effect to the NPS-
UD and the RM (Enabling Housing
Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Act 2021. However,
this should not result in the
imposition of any more restrictive
provisions than the notified version
of PC5.
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s)

Submissio
n point

Summary of Submission

Relief/Decision sought

Oppose /
Support

Reasons/ submission

under the passing of the Resource
Management (Enabling Housing
Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Bill once enacted. Itis
noted that this is a Bill and changes

may occur before it comes into law.

This is anticipated to occur in
December 2021.

Hamilton City Council submits on
Plan Change 5 to align the plan
change with the final outcomes
under the passing of the Resource
Management (Enabling Housing
Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Bill once enacted. Itis
noted that this is a Bill and changes

may occur before it comes into law.

This is anticipated to occur in
December 2021.

more residential units on a single
site as set out in Schedule 3A (3). iii.
Amend the notification process to
align with the requirements of
Schedule 3A(4). Amend the
following standards to align with
Schedule 3A of the Resource
Management (Enabling Housing
Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Bill. MRZ - PREC1-PSP:
Rules - Development Standards i.
Amend the current development
standards to align with the
standards set out in Schedule 3A
Part 2 Building Standards (9) to (15)
ii. Amend the current development
standards to align with the
standards set out in Schedule 3A
Part 2 Building Standards in
relation to 4 or more residential
units on a single site. Refer also to
the tracked changes to Chapter 4A
Medium Density Residential Zone -
MRZ - PREC1-PSP: Medium Density
Residential Zone Peacocke Precinct
in Attachment 1 to the submission.

Hamilton City Councils seeks
changes to Chapter 23A SUB -
PREC1-PSP: Subdivision - Peacocke
Precinct to align these chapters
with the final outcomes under the
passing of the Resource
Management (Enabling Housing
Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Bill. Refer to tracked
changes to Chapter 23A SUB-
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission
n point Support
PREC1-PSP: Subdivision - Peacocke
Precinct in Attachment 1 to the
submission.
12 Hodgson Trustee 12.2 The submitter supports in principle The submitter requests that HCC Support Support relief sought.
Management Co. the concept of a road connection to undertake more in-depth
Ltd SH3 in the vicinity of the submitter's investigation and consultation in
hodgsonwm@gmail property (3165 Ohaupo Rd). The relation to the matters raised in
.com location of the connection needs this submission and that subject to
further consideration and submitter any objectives, policies, rules, and
requests further consultation provisions being amended to
including appropriate integration address the matters raised in this
with the wider context, including submission (and any consequential
potential later adjoining relief) that PCS is approved.
development such as within the SL1
urban expansion area west of
Ohaupo Rd.
12.3 The submitter opposes the The submitter requests that HCC Support Support relief sought.
ecological corridors as shown on the | undertake more in-depth
proposed structure plan. Hamilton investigation and consultation in
City Council's approach to mapping relation to the matters raised in
these areas has been too broad- this submission and that subject to
brush and the submitter seeks more any objectives, policies, rules, and
specific work and studies to be provisions being amended to
undertaken including consultation address the matters raised in this
with the submitter to better define submission (and any consequential
the extent of the areas before relief) that PCS is approved.
finalising.
15 Tilehurst Living 15.2-15.4 The overlay of SNA, Significant Bat Undertake a site-specific survey to | Support Mapping of SNA, Significant Bat

Trust
louise@feathers.co.
nz

Habitat and Waikato Gully Hazard
Area is opposed. The Submitter
believes that the mapping of the SNA
and Significant Bat Habitat is
inaccurate as the site does not
Contain any Features that Warrant
such overlays. The gully mapping
system is inaccurate as the gully

determine the significant natural
area, and Significant Bat Habitat
then refine the planning maps.
Undertake a site-specific survey of
the site to accurately determine
and plot the Gully Hazard Area and
then refine the planning maps.

Habitat within the growth cell has
been broad-brush and is not
informed by appropriate and
current data. Support further
investigations and ground-truthing
before mapping any SNA/
Significant Bat Habitat within the
structure plan area. Any provisions
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission

n point Support
areas on the land are not as Make subsequential amendments relating to these areas need to
extensive as shown on the maps. to other provisions as necessary. account for site-specific

characteristics.
17 Findlay Family Trust | 17.1 The submitter’s primary reason for Amend so that PC5 clearly provides | Supportin | Supportin so far as that any
peter@findlay.net.n this submission is to ensure that any | for the existing District Plan part intersection location should
z future roading network, framework that immediately integrate and consider the logical

infrastructure, staging, ecological adjoins the PC5 area, and further extension of the city to the
and bat corridors planned within the | that PC5 should ensure that it is adjoining future proposed growth
Peacocke Structure Plan area and future proofed to accommodate cell. Support the current proposed
any new intersection on State extensions of the roading network SH3 intersection location for this
Highway 3 does not compromise the | as Hamilton City expands its urban reason.
intended road access into the area. Amend the objectives,
existing Houchens Road Large Lot policies, and rules to ensure that
Residential Structure Plan and does construction of the anticipated
not frustrate, hinder or foreclose the | roading link to SH3 opposite the
identified opportunity for future submitter's site does not foreclose
urbanisation of this land through any | or compromise the Houchens Road
limitation or flaw in PC5 or its Structure Plan, or its potential
implementation. Since approval of urbanisation.
the Houchens Road Structure Plan,
no circumstances have arisen that
would warrant any change to the
indicative future roading link on the
Houchens Road Structure Plan.

17.2 The SH/Hall Rd intersection is The closure of Hall Rd is considered | Support Support relief sought.
considered unsafe and unsuited to necessary and is supported
residential environment. The closure
of Hall Rd is considered necessary
and is supported. However, the
submitter is unsure whether the
provisions of PC5 ensure this
outcome

17.3 The proposed staging programme in | The submitter seeks to delete the Support Aligns with primary submission.

PC5 hinders growth within the area.
Poor consideration has been given to
alternative viable sequencing of
development to facilitate growth in

Chapter 3a strategic infrastructure
table requirements and remove
any reference or requirement
within PC5 for fixed staging or

Support relief sought.
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Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub #

Submitter name(s)

Submissio
n point

Summary of Submission

Relief/Decision sought

Oppose /
Support

Reasons/ submission

the area, or other methods to enable
housing supply outside the specified
sequence/staging. Certain
infrastructure pre-requisites are not
required and/or are poorly
considered and the proposed text
and structure plan map hinder
potential growth opportunities and
preclude developers' abiltiy to
advance certain sections of work or
infrastructure.

sequencing of development subject
to a fixed infrastructure sequence.

17.5

The proposed location and extent of
the ecological corridor, including bat
corridors, “Significant Bat Habitat
Area”, monitoring of the same,
including as proposed over land
relevant to this submission is
opposed. Part of the land in question
is not in located in Hamilton City, the
proposed corridor has not been
subject to appropriate consultation
or recent assessment and does not
appear to relate to or be
appropriately informed by current
and historic habitat

The proposed location and extent
of the ecological corridor and bat
corridors including monitoring of
the proposed area is opposed.

Support

Location and extent of ecological
corridor is not supported in line
with other points in this
submission. Requirement for Bat
monitoring is not supported.
Support relief sought.

17.6

The extent of the Natural Open
Space Zone is not supported,
including the area that runs parallel
to Hall Road up to where its meets
state Highway 3.

Amend the extent of the Natural
Open Space Zone

Support

Support relief sought.

20

Waikato
Environmental
Centre (Go Eco)
manager@goeco.co
.nz

20.2-20.16

Refer original submission

Refer original submission

Oppose

Oppose in entirety. Relief sought is
overly restrictive and will unduly
hinder good development
outcomes. Broad statements with
lack of sufficient detail or evidence
provided.

Page 12 of 27

PEACOCKE SOUTH



mailto:manager@goeco.co.nz
mailto:manager@goeco.co.nz

Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission
n point Support
21 Transpower New 21.2 Transpower opposes the Natural Remove the proposed Natural Supportin | Support the removal of Natural
Zealand Limited Open Space Zoning of the National Open Space Zone and re-zone the part Open Space Zoning from the site at
environment.policy Control Centre at 25 Hall Road, NCC site to Business 1 - 25 Hall Road and its surrounds. This
@transpower.co.nz particularly given the anomaly of Commercial Fringe. And any proposed zoning is not supported
zoning part of the site Natural Open consequential amendments. by evidence, including details of any
Space Zone given its existing use. catchment study. Furthermore, the
proposed open space zoning in this
location would be inappropriate
given the proximity of the proposed
medium density residential zoning.
This type of zone interface in this
location is therefore undesirable.
21.3 Transpower oppose the Medium Remove the proposed Medium Oppose This will result in ad hoc “spot
Residential Zoning - Peacocke Density Residential Zone and re- zoning” enabling potential activities
Precinct of the National Control zone the NCC site to Business 1 - which do not necessarily support or
Centre at 25 Hall Road. Commercial Fringe. And any complement the adjoining
consequential amendments. proposed residential land use. No
evidence has been provided to
support a business zoning in this
location in place of the proposed
Medium Density Residential Zone.
21.5 Opposes identification of SNA at 25 Remove proposed significant Support Insufficient data/ lack of evidence

Hall Road based on limited /
insufficient data.

natural areas 60 from 25 Hall Road,
and any consequential
amendments.

and ground truthing. The SNA
mapping of 25 Hall Road has led to
consequential linkages/ bat
corridors (i.e. along Hall Rd) which
are not well thought out and overall
lack credibility because of the lack
of evidence. Without evidence-
based work and ground-truthing,
there is no certainty and
landowners may be put to
considerable expense in having to
seek resource consents which
prove unnecessary. Therefore,
remove SNA in this area and
reassess proposed open space/
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Significant Bat Habitat Area
linkages with evidence and ground-
truthing before mapping.

21.6 Transpower opposes the Significant Remove or relocate the Significant | Supportin | Support removing the Significant
Bat Habitat Area, as it relates to 25 Bat Habitat Area feature from the part Bat Habitat Area and any linkages
Hall Road. In addition to the Transpower site at 25 Hall Road. from the planning maps until
insufficient justification/reasoning And any consequential evidence is obtained and ground-
for SNA 60, Transpower has amendments including deletion of truthing occurs. No evidence has
concerns with the width of the any lighting and vegetation works been provided to date to justify the
Significant Bat Habitat Area and its standards/rules as they apply to wholesale relocation of this feature.
location on 25 Hall Road. the site.

21.7 Transpower is generally supportive Ensure 24-hour vehicle access is Support Continuity of access is supported.
of the proposed road stopping maintained to 25 Hall Road with This can be achieved through
provided vehicular access is safe and convenient connection to phasing construction works for the
maintained to the Transpower site the SH3. And any consequential new road prior to the stopping of

amendments. any existing road.

27 Johnny Tsai 271 Neighbourhood Centre Zone height Amend to include a higher height Support It is appropriate to support an
Johnnybrot@gmail. limit proposed as 12m. Suggested limit like 15m, better practice or increase in the building height limit
com increase height limit to 15m discretionary would be higher to promote higher density, more

residential density where amenity effective and efficient land use, and

areas are located. support viability of neighbourhood
nodes and the use of public
transport.

27.3 Oppose 20m bat buffer + 5m Remove requirement of bat Supportin | Remove the onus for resource
setback. Oppose mandated setbacks | surveys in resource consents (or part consent applicants to provide

/ prescribed design as mitigation for
bats and still requirement for bat
survey. Unless proven bat roost
sites/ SNA then reduction of buffer
Natural open space. Oppose bat
survey requirements.

make investigations needed less
intense)

detailed bat surveys for specific
sites. Detailed surveys should be
completed over entire growth cell
by HCC. Natural open space widths,
buffer zones and related
requirements need to be driven by
the outcome of more detailed site-
specific studies. Current mapping,
corridor widths and setback/ buffer
requirements are a ‘one size fits all’
approach which lack justification.
HCC needs to conduct more

Page 14 of 27

PEACOCKE SOUTH



mailto:Johnnybrot@gmail.com
mailto:Johnnybrot@gmail.com

Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission

n point Support

surveys prior to fixing bat corridor
locations and widths and indicating
these on planning maps Overall.
HCC needs to remove ambiguity
from these provisions and provide
clear detail to avoid uncertainty and
time delays.

27.4 Oppose 20m bat buffer and 5m Allow road infrastructure within bat | Supportin | Support further investigation and
setback. Cumulative width of bat buffer. Add a provision allowing for | part ground-truthing to determine
buffer plus setback plus road is bat buffer to be decreased if the appropriate widths for bat
excessive. Road should be allowed key bat habitat area has exceeded corridors and associated road
within the natural open space / a maximum level. Suggest this is setbacks in consultation with
setback. Allow for consideration of reviewed in future. affected landowners. A ‘one size fits
total width including bat corridor all' for setbacks is not appropriate.
rather than mandating 20m each The approach needs to be structure
side. plan wide but take into account

specific attributes of individual
sites. Overly restrictive and
standard setback rules and buffer
zones will hinder good
development and as a result cause
lost opportunity. In some cases,
roads will need to encroach into bat
corridors/ setback areas in order to
provide connectivity between
development areas and the
provisions in PC5 need to be
flexible to account for these
circumstances.

30 Andrea Graves 30.2 There are a lack of design standards Include design standards to Support in | Support clarification of design for
andrea.graves@slin in the Plan Change to maximise bat maximise bat 'hop over' habitats part any streets crossing bat habitat.
gshot.co.nz 'hop over' habitats for any streets for any streets intruding or

intruding or intersecting with bat intersecting with bat buffer or
buffer or corridor habitats (including | corridor habitats (including
shelterbelts). shelterbelts).
30.3 There are a lack of standards for Include a minimum height and Oppose Oppose relief sought.

vegetation design and maintenance

density of vegetation to be
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n point Support
requiring attenuation of light maintained in perpetuity. Include a
intrusion into bat habitat requirement for lots to be deferred
until the appropriate height and
density has been maintained (1.8m
height minimum, depending on the
surrounding topography).
30.4-30.20 Refer submission Refer submission Oppose Oppose relief sought.

35 Kevin and Kathy 35.1 Figure 2-1 features not on map key. 1. Remove any features from | Supportin | Support provision of practical
Saunders Features on Figure 2-1 make 64 Figure 2-1 that are not identified in | part physical access to any severed land
bevan.houlbrooke Peacockes Lane incapable of the map key; and PC5 providing clear direction
@ckl.co.nz reasonable use and will significantly 2. Remove the Proposed for road access/ connections

limit the future development Natural Open Space Zone from 64 through Natural Open Space areas
potential of this property for Peacockes Lane or HCC purchase to ensure appropriate connectivity
residential purposes. The purpose land. is achieved throughout the wider
of the Proposed Natural Open Space | 3. Any residential land which Peacocke growth cell. This is also
Zone is to mitigate the adverse is rendered landlocked by a supported by DEVO1-PSP: P39
effects of development in the whole Proposed Natural Open Space which seeks to create a high degree
of the Peacocke Structure Plan on Zone is entitled to practical and of connectivity within the Structure
the long-tailed bat. It is unreasonable | physical access through the Plan area and with adjacent urban
to burden individual landowners Proposed Natural Open Space areas
who are affected by the Proposed Zone to ensure it is capable of
Natural Open Space for the reasonable use and development.
mitigation of these adverse effects.
In these circumstances it is
appropriate that Hamilton City
Council purchases the land and
compensates affected landowners.
“significant cost” to individual
property owners is identified as a
cost in the s32 analysis in respect of
SUB-PREC1-PSP: P4,

36 Waikato Regional 36.11 This policy relates to the 58.2 ha of Retain and add any identified Oppose Oppose all areas mapped as SNA.

Council
matthew.vare @wai
katoregion.govt.nz

the Peacocke area identified as SNA
in accordance with the criteria in
Appendix 11-1 of the WRPS. Some
areas identified as wetlands and
shown on the Peacocke natural

wetlands as SNA

All based on unsatisfactory data
without sufficient detail to inform
extent of zone boundaries etc.
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features map and on the planning
maps in Appendix 17A have not been
identified as SNA. These areas
should also be delineated as SNA.
36.46 Support higher density near public Retain as notified Supportin | PC5 does not go far enough in
transport corridors part respect to providing sufficient high
density development near key
transport corridors. The extent of
high density development near to
key public transport services needs
to be increased to reduce the need
to use private transport modes and
maximise the effective and efficient
use of public transport modes.
36.48 The intent of this policy applies to Amend Policy to avoid or reduce Supportin | Support that there are pockets
any road proposed through an the impact of proposed roading part/ where roads may need to pass
existing or proposed ecological network on the ecological functions | oppose in through ecological or bat corridor
corridor, noting that there may be and connectivity of the defined part and that in these instances the loss

some pockets of land where access
can only be practically provided
through a proposed ecological
corridor. Although the amount of
ecological corridor at risk from loss
to roading is likely to be small, the
submitter has submitted elsewhere
to the importance of this defined
“green infrastructure” to provide a
range of ecosystem services and
benefits to Peacocke. Where there is
an identified conflict between 2 sets
of important infrastructure and the
ecological network may be impacted,
the policy should be amended to in
the first instance seek to avoid
impacts as well as specifying that
remediation or mitigation to other
parts of the ecological network is an

ecological network. Where effects
cannot be avoided, they are
remedied, (including by the existing
policy elements 1-3) or mitigated in
other parts of the ecological
network through active restoration
measures.

to the corridor is likely to be small.

Oppose that the policy should be
amended to in the first instance
‘avoid’ - Connectivity within the PC5
area is an unavoidable necessity
and provisions in PC5 need to
clearly accommodate for these
circumstances. Rules should be
enabling to support good urban
design outcomes and HCC should
consider providing guidance on a
typical roading ‘connection’ detail
that achieves desirable connectivity
but also an acceptable ecological
outcome.
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n point Support
option. This will assist to give effect
to WRPS Policy 11.1 and 11.2in
providing for positive indigenous
biodiversity outcomes and providing
the full mitigation hierarchy to SNAs,
including avoiding adverse effects in
the first instance.
36.54 The objective gives effect to WRPS Amend Objective to include Oppose Oppose relief sought.
Policy 11.2 and highlights that in reference to ecological corridors
some situations minimising effects and buffers and riparian vegetation
from earthworks and to known and potential bat
roost trees.

39 Ron Lockwood 39.1-39.3, Structure Plan Compensation related matters Support Amend the framework of
bevan.houlbrooke 39.7-30.10 objectives, policies and rules in PC5
@ckl.co.nz which relate to ecological corridors

and bat corridors to ensure that
compensatory measures for
landowners (including cost share
arrangements) are taken into
account.

42 Ohaupo Land LP 42.1 We seek to understand the intention | We seek to understand the Supportin | Proposed corridors lack sufficient
fraserm@barker.co. of extending the proposed bat intention of extending the part evidence. Connection through to

nz

corridor westwards out of the
Peacocke Structure Plan Area. As
identified Figure 3 and 4 (within
Appendix j) there are no known
roosting sites or identified and/or
assumed linkages between
important habitat features for the
long-tailed bat within the SL1 land
area. Similarly, the ecology report
outlines that ‘There is currently no
indication that isolated trees within
open pasture (including single line
shelterbelts) had been utilised as bat
roost trees.' This being the
predominant landscape features

proposed bat corridor westwards
out of the Peacocke Structure Plan
Area. There is a link westward
indicating a ‘proposed bat corridor’
as shown below that could limit
development potential. Buffers
either side of these corridors are
proposed. We do not sight a strong
evidence basis to enable a
‘proposed bat corridor’ rather we
seek Council to protect, maintain
and enhance existing corridors and
not propose new ones over
highways towards our land which
holds little to no vegetation.

nearby proposed SNA on
Transpower site is not supported as
there is insufficient evidence to
conclude that the site is of
significant relevance. Overall lack of
credible evidence to establish
network of proposed Bat corridors
across the growth cell. Seek to
oppose all Bat corridors and related
buffer zones and any related
restrictions or requirements, and
the mapping of these features, until
such time that there is a sufficient
evidence base, including ground-
truthing.

Page 18 of 27

PEACOCKE SOUTH



mailto:bevan.houlbrooke@ckl.co.nz
mailto:bevan.houlbrooke@ckl.co.nz
mailto:fraserm@barker.co.nz
mailto:fraserm@barker.co.nz

Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission

n point Support
within the SL1 eastern area. There
are also ambiguities and
inconsistencies within Appendix |
which we seek further clarification
on.

42.2 Medium Density Residential Alignment with national direction is | Supportin | Supportinsofar as Councils are to
Standards Bill needs to be accounted | required. Seek the on-lot part ensure that their district plans give
for and align with future PC5 urban outcomes to align with the Medium effect to the NPS-UD and the RM
outcomes. Lot size and density Density Residential Standards and (Enabling Housing Supply and
supported but needs to align with NPS Urban Development Other Matters) Amendment Act
NPSUD and MDRS Bill. outcomes. 2021. However, this should not

result in the imposition of more
restrictive provisions than the
notified version of PC5.

42.4 Restricts growth and is not enabling. | Alignment with national direction is | Support in | Oppose all PC5 rules, requirements
See NPS UD directives below: required. Flexibility in part or plans related to fixed staging or

Objective 2: Planning decisions
improve housing affordability by
supporting competitive land and
development markets. Objective 6:
Local authority decisions on urban
development that affect urban
environments are: integrated with
infrastructure planning and funding
decisions; and strategic over the
medium term and long term; and
responsive, particularly in relation to

proposals that would supply

significant development capacity.

infrastructure provision so
different stages can come on line
as and when urban environments
are able to be developed to
contribute to sufficient capacity.

sequential infrastructure
requirements. These prerequisites
have direct negative effects by
reducing the ability to supply in
order to meet demand and
reducing competition. Costs can
increase as a consequence of these
requirements.

The proposed rules therefore
hinder the ability to advance certain
sections of infrastructure ahead of
others (by PDA or other
agreement). Requiring the
sequential staging of developments
is contrary to central government
directives (including the NPS-UD) as
this hinders efforts to increase the
supply of housing to address NZ's
housing crisis. While the submitter
has identified Objectives 2 and 6 in
the NPS-UD, Policy 8 is equally
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relevant. This is because it requires
local authority decisions affecting
urban environments to be
responsive to plan changes that
would add significantly to
development capacity and
contribute to well-function urban
environments - even if the
development capacity is
unanticipated by RMA planning
documents, or out-of-sequence
with planned land release.

42.5

Realignment of Hall Road. We
support the stopping of current Hall
Road as safety issues are present.
However, question the new
connection point at State Highway 3
which abuts several smaller lots.
Seek a location south below the
proposed reservoir locations.

We seek further consideration to
move the road further south to
take advantage of roading
efficiencies with the land owned by
Ohaupo Land LP. We seek to slow
the speed limit by promoting a
signalised intersection or
roundabout.

Support
in part/
oppose
in part

Support realignment/ closure of
Hall Rd for safety and efficiency
reasons. However, we oppose
moving the proposed intersection
further south. Approved land uses
and the Houchens Rd Structure
Plan Area, as agreed by the road
controlling authorities, provide for
a transport link at this identified
location. This location provides a
logical and efficient link between
the PC5 growth cell and the
earmarked future growth cell to the
west.

46

Ben and Rachel
Inger
i_ben@hotmail.com

46.1

The Proposed Bat Corridor diagram
on page 16 of Chapter 3A identifies
that recreational activities are to be
provided within Bat Habitat Areas

Amend DEVO01-PSP:P5 as follows:
“Recreational activities are
considered for co-location with:

1. Multifunctional stormwater
management.

2. Walkways and cycleways.

3 Cultural and heritage sites.
4, Significant Natural Areas.

5 Bat Habitat Areas.”

Support

Support relief sought.
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n point Support
46.3 Space zoned areas will be acquired Amend the Proposed Bat Corridor | Support Notwithstanding other matters
as public reserves.” diagram on page 16 to show a 35m | in part raised in this submission, ensure
wide bat corridor rather than a that any Bat corridor within PC5
50m wide bat corridor. area has a maximum width of 35m.
46.4/ 46.9/ | Although most of the Natural Open Amend Chapter 15A, NOSZ - Support in | Support Natural all-natural open
46.12 Space Zone within the Peacocke PREC1- P: ISSUES as follows: “The part space/ bat corridors being
Structure Plan area is currently Natural Open Space Zone includes purchased by council and vest as
privately owned, the Natural Open publicly and privatelyowned areas reserve. This would also ensure
Space Zone (including Bat Habitat that possess natural or landscape appropriate maintenance and
Areas) should logically be public values or that are locations where upkeep to the Open Space Zones,
reserves so that they can be set aside | Bat Habitat Areas are proposed to allow for public enjoyment and a
for public protection and be created to mitigate potential consistent approach across the
enhancement and so that they can effects of urban development growth cell.
be used for other purposes, such as within the Peacocke Structure Plan
public paths and playgrounds which area. The Natural Open Space Notwithstanding other matters
are shown on the Proposed Bat zoned areas will be acquired as raised in this submission, ensure
Corridor diagram in Chapter 3A. This | public reserves.” that any Bat corridor within PC5
should be clearly stated to remove area has a maximum width of 35m.
the ambiguity that currently exists.
The issues statement should be clear
that Bat Habitat Areas are locations
where habitat is proposed to be
created and that the purpose of this
is to mitigate effects of urban
development on the long-tailed bat
within Peacocke. Recognising,
however, that the long-tailed bat's
habitat home range is located across
most of Hamilton City and
surrounding environments and the
required habitat creation will also
contribute to the mitigation of
existing effects of urbanisation in
other parts of Hamilton City on the
long-tailed bat.
46.5 The “provision” of the Proposed Bat That HCC proactively acquires the Support in | Support the position that Bat
Corridors forms part of a proposed Proposed Bat Corridors by part corridors provide mitigation for
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approach to mitigate and purchasing the affected land and wider growth and unfair to burden
compensate the effects of by being responsible for their select number of land owners and
development on the long-tailed bat creation and ongoing maintenance not the balance.
within Peacocke as a whole for the as Bat Habitat Areas. Also that the
benefit of the long-tailed bat following amended wording (or Notwithstanding the other points
population which inhabits Hamilton similar) to SUB-PREC1-PSP: R24 within this submission, if there are
and surrounds. Itis an unfair burden | Provision of Ecological Areas is any corridors HCC should acquire
for the costs and responsibility for sought: “Where subdivision all corridors, these should be then
the mitigation and compensation of includes Natural Open Space zoned vested as public reserve and a
these effects to fall on a limited areas identified in the Peacocke structure plan wide levy charged on
number of landowners whose land is | Structure Plan (Figure 2-3) as a per dwelling basis within the PC5
within the Proposed Bat Corridors..... Proposed Bat Corridors these shall area.
be vested in Hamilton City Council
as local purpose reserve. in
accordance with-the Peacocke
Structure Plan-and be designed-to
A Arnini idth of 50
46.7-46.8 The Landscape Concept Plan should Amend Appendix 1.2.2.24...../ Support Support relief sought.
relate to landscaping within public Amend Appendix 1.2.2.26.....
areas only rather than within private
lots.... / The Ecological Rehabilitation
Management Plan should relate to
ecological rehabilitation and
management within public areas only
rather than within private lots.
53 The Adare 53.5 The earthworks that will be required | Retain as notified. Support Higher density development results
Company to make the land suitable for in more intensive earthworks.
The Adare medium density residential Acknowledgement of this and the
Company development will be substantial in comprehensive approach to

mike.doesburg@wy
nnwilliams.co.nz

many places. Plan provisions which
acknowledge this and enable a
comprehensive approach to large
scale earthworks are important and
supported. This includes para [10] in
the Vision statement for the
Peacocke Structure Plan area

largescale earthworks is supported.

Page 22 of 27

PEACOCKE SOUTH



mailto:mike.doesburg@wynnwilliams.co.nz
mailto:mike.doesburg@wynnwilliams.co.nz

Original Submission

Further Submission

Sub #

Submitter name(s)

Submissio
n point

Summary of Submission

Relief/Decision sought

Oppose /
Support

Reasons/ submission

53.9

It is clear from other provisions of
the plan change that recreational
activities are to be provided for
within Bat Habitat Areas. If
recreational activities are appropriate
within Significant Natural Areas then
they also must be appropriate within
Bat Habitat Areas. This should be
reflected in the relevant policy.

Amend DEV01-PSP:P5 to read:
“Recreational activities are
considered for co-location with: 1.
Multifunctional stormwater
management. 2. Walkways and
cycleways. 3. Cultural and heritage
sites. 4. Significant Natural Areas. 5.
Bat Habitat Areas.”

Support

Support relief sought.

53.21

This policy requires Integrated
Transport Modelling to be
undertaken for all Structure Plan
areas. Itis unclear what Integrated
Transport Modelling means in the
context of this policy and who is
required to undertake it. There are
policies and rules elsewhere in the
district plan (such as Policy 25.14.2)
which set out when Integrated
Transport Assessments are required
and the level and content of such
assessments. Policy DEVO1-PSP:P62
is therefore both unclear and
unnecessary and should be deleted.
If the policy were to be retained then
its intent should be clarified and it
should refer to the Peacocke
Structure Plan area rather than
“Structure Plan areas”. There is no
other structure plan being referred
to and the policy is solely for the
Peacocke Structure Plan area

Delete Policy DEVO1-PSP:P62

Supportin
part.

Support relief sought. Request that
if any transport modelling is
required then this is completed by
HCC upfront as part of PC5.

53.10

The net residential densities of 22-30
dwellings per hectare in the Medium
Density Residential Zone and 35-50
dwellings per hectare in the High
Density Overlay Area respond to the

Retain as notified.

Oppose in
part.

Overall, the density ranges are
insufficient and should be
increased to support more
intensive development,
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Waikato Regional Policy Statement maximise yield on infrastructure
and to the National Policy Statement investment, support increased
on Urban Development 2020. housing supply and choice, reduce
Providing a density range is costs, increase affordability and
important to enable density help HCC meet its requirements as
outcomes to be feasibly increased a Tier 1 Council. PC5 does not go
over time as new amenities and far enough in respect to promoting
facilities for the community are sufficient high-density development
established near key transport corridors or
areas of high amenity. Any
densities referenced should remain
a target and not a minimum.
53.21/ The minimum road cross-sections Amend the road cross sections to Supportin | Collector Road widths requirements
53.98 specified for Local Roads and reflect the changes sought to Rule part are too onerous and would cause in
Collector Roads do not support the 25.14.4.1(h) and Appendix 15-6b many cases excessive earthworks
objectives of the plan change related | (below) and to reflect the given topography. In many cases
to slowing vehicular traffic and alternative Local Road, Local Road - local roads widths can be reduced
promoting walking, cycling and public | Park Edge, Collector Road (Public and would support more
transport. This submitter seeks Transport Route), Collector Road resourceful use of land and better
narrower minimum road dimensions | (Non Public Transport Route) and UD outcomes. Support road widths
that are consistent with NZS 4404. Minor Arterial Road cross sections consistent with NZS4404.
Minimum dimensions are not enclosed in Appendix C of this
specified for Minor Arterial Roads submission
and cross sections with minimum
dimensions are included in Appendix
C of this submission to provide more
certainty for affected parties. The
alternative road cross sections will
also reduce the amount of land
required for roading and enable
more land to remain available for
residential development
53.61 Stormwater management devices, Add new rules in NOSZ-PREC1-P: Support Support relief sought.

ponds, wetlands and wastewater
pump stations are all activities which
would be appropriately located in the
Natural Open Space Zones. The

Rules - Activity Status Table for the
following activities: « Stormwater
management devices, ponds and
wetlands. Activity Status: Permitted
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Natural Open Space zoned land is + Wastewater pump stations.
commonly located in areas of low Activity Status: Permitted
topography where stormwater
management devices and pump
stations are normally positioned.
Enabling this infrastructure to be
sited in (or partially in) Natural Open
Space Zones will potentially minimise
loss of developable land within
Medium Density Residential zoned
areas.

55 Kainga Ora 55.45 Kainga Ora considers that high Amend as follows: Higher density Supportin | More consideration should be given
developmentplanni density living should be established development in the Peacocke part to extending areas mapped high
ng@kiangaora.govt. in areas of greater outdoor Structure Plan: will Shall be density to locations with high
nz recreation opportunity and amenity established within a walkable amenity such as near recreation

(like the river) distance of the Peacocke Local reserves or open space areas. Itis
Centre, neighbourhood centres, requested that a reassessment is
identified public transport routes, undertaken to consider increasing
adjacent to schools, parks and the high-density zoning or overlay
community facilities, and May be extents and in particular high
provided along adjoining areas of density should be provided for
natural open space including the adjoining all neighbourhood
river corridor and gully network. centres.

55.46 Given the intensification Delete the density standards in its Supportin | Supportincreasing the density
requirements for the Council as a entirety or amend as follows: part/ targets but oppose minimum

Tier 1 Council, Kainga Ora opposes Development of the Peacocke oppose in densities as this will have

this policy. In order to achieve the Structure Plan achieves: 1. A part unintended negative consequences

vision for the Precinct for a medium
to high density residential
community, this policy needs to set
suitable targets

minimum overall net residential
density (excludes roads and open
space) of 22-3050 dwellings per
hectare within the Peacocke
Medium Density Precinct Zone. 2. A
minimum overall net residential
density (excludes roads and open
space) of 35-50100 dwellings per
hectare within the Peacock High
Density Overlay Zone

due to construction economies and
a market audience that has not yet
matured to density.

Hamilton's acceptance of ‘density’ is
growing quickly but a balance
needs to be struck between
supporting high density outcomes
and mandating it so that the
appetite for higher density product
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can ripen in combination with
investment/ implementation of
infrastructure / amenity etc to
support the increased density.
PC5 should support high density
outcomes but should not mandate
minimum densities. Other
mechanisms to promote higher
density should be considered early
such as DC incentives / early
investment in parks or public assets
etc.
55.49 Kainga Ora generally supports this Amend as follows: The Local [TBC] Supportin | Support relief sought and concept
policy to the extent that additional Centre and Neighbourhood part that additional land is likely
land for a centre is likely required to | Centres are developed in locations required to support increased
support the higher densities consistent with the Peacocke density. Size of neighbourhood
promoted by Kainga Ora. Structure Plan. centres needs to be reconsidered.
55.53 Kainga Ora generally supports this Amend as follows: Activities within | Support Relief sought is consistent with our
policy to the extent that additional the neighbourhood centres are of a primary submission
land for a centre is likely required to | scale and size that supports the
support the higher densities neighbourhood catchment and do
promoted by Kainga Ora. not undermine the role and
function of the Peacocke Local
[TBC] Centre
55.116 Kainga Ora considers that a new Include new policy as follows: Oppose Oppose any requirements for

policy is required to confirm that a
comprehensive development plan,
which demonstrates compliance with
the Structure Plan

Promote comprehensive,
integrated, high amenity
development of the precinct in
accordance with the Structure Plan.

CDPs.
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Sub # | Submitter name(s) | Submissio | Summary of Submission Relief/Decision sought Oppose / Reasons/ submission
n point Support
55.117 Kainga Ora considers that it is Include new policy as follows: Oppose This will have unintended
appropriate to have a policy that is Development should generally be a consequences of restricting supply
explicit about height expectations in minimum of three-storeys to and choice.
the MRZ and is consistent with the promote the efficient use of land
Resource Management (Enabling and infrastructure.
Housing Supply and Other Matters)
Amendment Bill
56 Riverlea 56.2-56.5 Refer original submission Refer original submission Oppose Concerns, expectations and
Environmental interpretation of imperatives and
Incorporated bottom lines are overstated,
Society adaptability of long-tailed bat is
riverlea.soc@gmail. understated. Retain PC5 as notified,
com reject suggested amendments.
Footnote

For all of the above, further consequential, or alternative relief is sought as may be necessary, desirable, or appropriate to give effect to, support or reflect any part of

concerns raised, relief sought, including such amendments as required to the rules, objectives, policies, assessment criteria, reasons, provisions, definitions, other matters,
maps, and any schedules, appendices of the proposed plan.
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